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Abstract 
The utilization of the interactive whiteboard is a challenge for Romanian teachers. The education methods involving this device 
can vary because they depend on the components involved in this process: the teacher, the students, the computer, as basic tool, 
and software, including applications developed for education in different programming languages. The results of a preliminary 
study involving 54 Romanian teachers about the experience referring to this subject are presented.  
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1. Introduction 
The impact of using electronic board SMART in training of adults is the topic of this research and is referring on 
the impact of using SMART electronic board (shortly named SMART board) in educational activities. This theme 
aims to identify the advantages and disadvantages of using this computerized device.  
This research was performed as a part of "Teaching Today - Modern methods of teaching" course. As a trainer 
for this course, by discussions with course participants, I found that their views on the use of this tool are very 
different and very difficult centralized because teachers tend to discuss and analyze in detail every method they use 
(but these analyzes are heavily influenced by the teacher’s specialization). Therefore, I realized an analysis of the 
utility of board SMART, referring to the advantages and the disadvantages of it. 
2. Method 
Thanks to the development of a large number of multimedia applications for computer systems, one of the major 
challenges for educators is their use in training adults. The use of such applications is now considered a modern and 
active teaching method. The Teachers House of Bucharest, among other courses for teachers include the course 
"Teaching Today - Modern methods of teaching", which is the result of collaboration between CCD Bucharest and 
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Professor Geoff Petty, from the United Kingdom. Many of the methods presented in this course are known and 
applied by teachers in Bucharest, but the use of electronic board SMART is useful and has a great impact on them. 
The premises from which I went to approach our study are: 
x there are certain qualities of teaching resources, which are often well valued by teachers 
x experienced teachers deal with critical training activities 
The impact of using electronic board SMART in training of adults was investigated with two groups of 
Romanian teachers.  
The method used in the research is a survey of opinion, containing open and closed questions, applied by an 
investigator within 20 minutes. The method is mainly quantitative and seeks the potential of the device studied. 
Objectives of this opinion’s survey were: 
1. Identify benefits of using SMART board. 
2. Identify disadvantages of using the SMART board. 
3. Identification views on conception of training 
4. Identification views on skills of trainer 
5. Identification views on training environment 
6. Identifying relationships formed during the course. 
Data processing was done by interpreting quantitative and measurable responses and by cut made to highlight the 
different ways of expressing opinions (answers telegraph or large and powerful argument). 
In this paper we discus only the first two objectives. 
A SWOT analysis of the SMART board (in the table 1, we have taken only the strengths and weaknesses 
identified during the activities), was realized by the trainees’ first group from the course "Teaching Today - Modern 
methods of teaching", whose program finished in January 2008. These statements became the research hypotheses 
for the second group. Each of these statements was coded with a letter (for revealing the status of advantage or 
disadvantage) and a number for identification.  
 
Table 1. Strengths and weaknesses of  the SMART BOARD use 
 
Strengths 
Proposed by the first group 
Weaknesses 
Proposed by the first group 
A_01 Time - quick overview of topics D_01 Posting Issues in “Notes” Program 
A_02 More opportunities to write to the board D_02 Problems generated by the calibration program 
A_03 Information justified by the Internet D_03 Issues related to writing on the board - long time 
A_04 Using images from the database of Smart board 
and beyond 
D_04 Cost 
A_05 Using images from the database of Smart board 
and beyond 
D_05 Time necessary for training skills to work with board 
A_06 Attractive, catching D_06 Inaccessible - costs 
A_07 Do not use chalk (allergen) D_07 Inaccessible-mentality 
A_08 Special markers are useful for different 
notations board, underscores 
D_08 We depend on the skills to use ICT equipment 
A_09 Long working map can be updated easily D_09 Dependence on power source 
A_10 You can use any material D_10 A limited number of such devices can be purchased 
A_11 Student Involvement D_11 Small size, so this scheme can not be large 
A_12 It addresses several analyzers D_12 Display mode 
A_13 The accuracy of the presentation D_13 - 
Initially a group of 25 trainees have achieved a scale with items and describing the advantages and disadvantages 
of using the SMART board, from their written options. The statement (item's) of each advantage or disadvantage has 
been negotiated with trainers from that group. 
Then the second group was asked to evaluate with value true or false the statements offered by the first group. 
This evaluation was part of an opinion’s survey applied at the end of the training activities with the second group 
using an opinion’s questionnaire. The persons from the second group were asked to evaluate each item obtained in 
two ways: 
x indicate if the item is for you an advantage (A) or a disadvantage (D) for the use of SMART board 
x show your agreement with the item on a scale of 1 to 10 (1 - very poorly manifested, 10 - very well 
manifested) 
Florica Paragina˘ et al. / Procedia Social and Behavioral Sciences 2 (2010) 4059–4063 4061
Items found by the first group of trainees were placed in a column of a 3 column table of multiple choices and 
in the other two columns they had to quantify their opinion. 
3. Participants 
The subjects from second group of our research were 28 teachers from Bucharest Superior Commercial School 
„Nicolae CreĠulescu" and a teacher from Bucharest Vocational College of Post and Telecommunications "Gh. 
Airinei".  Graphical representation of teaching degrees: 
 
 
Figure 1. Graphical representation of second group participants’ teaching degrees  
 
The specialties of the participants are represented in table 2. 
Table 2. specialties of the participants of the second group 
 
Specility Teacher number Percent 
Economic disciplines 8 27,59 % 
Philology / literature 6 20,69 % 
Geography  2 6,90 % 
History 2 6,90 % 
Mathematics 2 6,90 % 
Technology / techniques’ engineering 2 6,90 % 
Art’s education 1 3,45 % 
Chemistry 1 3,45 % 
Computer science 1 3,45 % 
Human social sciences 1 3,45 % 
 Justice / law 1 3,45 % 
Physics 1 3,45 % 
Religion 1 3,45 % 
 
In terms of gender only one teacher was male (3.45%) the remaining 28 were women (96.55%) 
 
3.1. Deployment / implementation of effective research (Where? / When? / How?)  
a. Where: The building of the Higher Commercial School "Nicolae CreĠulescu" 
b. When: From January 14 to February 2, 2008 
c. How: By applying the methodology presented at the end of deployment training program "Teaching Today 
- modern teaching methods" 
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4. The results 
After we analyzed the responses from the survey, we obtained a matrix of the opinions of second group 
participants which is given in the Table 2. 
 
Table 2. Second group opinions about the strengths and weaknesses of  the SMART board use 
 
Strengths 
Second group agreement  
Weaknesses 
Second group agreement 
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A_01 28  96.56 8.93 1 3. 44 5.00 D_01 28 96.56 8.68 1 3. 44 1.00 
A_02 29 100.00 9.28 0 0.00 0.00 D_02 13 42.89 5.92 16 57.14 8.56 
A_03 28 96.56 9.71 1 3. 44 8.00 D_03 21 72.41 5.95 8 27.59 9.25 
A_04 27 93.10 9.15 22 6. 90 0 D_04 2 3. 44 9.00 27 93.10 5.78 
A_05 29 100.00 9.59 0 0.00 0.00 D_05 17 58.62 6.12 12 41.38 9.08 
A_06 29 100.00 9.83 0 0.00 0.00 D_06 28 96.56 5.93 1 3. 44 8.00 
A_07 28 96.56 9.54 1 3. 44 4.00 D_07 27 93.10 6.33 2 6.70 9.5 
A_08 28 96.56 9.68 1 3. 44 3.00 D_08 14 48.28 6.43 133 44.83 9.23 
A_09 27 93.10 8.67 04 0 0 D_09 29 100.00 6.66 0 0.00 0.00 
A_10 28 96.56 8.82 1 3. 44 8.00 D_10 18 62.07 5.59 11 37.93 8.18 
A_11 29 100.00 9.14 0 0.00 0.00 D_11 20 68.90 6.30 75 24.14 9.71 
A_12 27 93.10 9.43 16 3. 44 10.00 D_12 07 0 0 27 93.10 8.93 
A_13 28 96.56 8.64 18 3. 44 5        
5. Validating / invalidating of research hypotheses 
Research hypotheses were validated in 100% regarding to the benefits of using SMART board, while 33% of the 
particular statements relating to the disadvantages, were cancelled, 33% can be considered uncertain and only 33% 
of them were validated.  
This resulted may be from the fact that the trainee can only note the truth value of statements.  
Other relevant data arising from its research which were not included in the initial assumptions:  
93.10% (27) of those who completed the questionnaire felt that the use of SMART board has allowed a better 
deployment of training course.  
5.1. Interpretation 
Limits of the questionnaire depend on the respondents and on their “hiding the true” tendency. Bernard Hennessy 
believes that would be four reasons why people do not say what they think: 
1. They do not know what they really believe. They realized that they are asked to say something and then, 
instead of simply declare "I do not know", they improvise a response. 
2. Some people have not the ability to easily express what they think, and quickly declare "not know"; 
 
2 2 persons did not responded completely 
3 2 persons did not responded 
4 2 persons did not responded 
5 2 persons did not responded 
6 1 person did not responded 
7 2 persons did not responded 
8 1 person did not responded 
Florica Paragina˘ et al. / Procedia Social and Behavioral Sciences 2 (2010) 4059–4063 4063
 
3. There are individuals who simply do not want people to know what they think, for some reasons (fear, 
uncertainty, diffidence, shyness, confidence in the survey operator, awareness of the discrepancy between 
their opinion and social desirability, etc...). 
4. Finally, some people feel that there is a social pressure to conceal the truth and says untruths, intended as a 
lie innocent "not something really that bad", especially if you remain anonymous. 
In conclusion, we must imagine a system of questions which allow conclusions about the opinion’s direction, 
intensity, consistency and centrality. 
6. Conclusions 
The use of IT assets contributes to a better activation of trainees having a learning style visual and / or practical. 
Also, the long-term use of SMART board has benefits such as: 
x the increase of the standard software and online tools use in instruction, to teach all content, 
x to bring software and integrative website integrated into content lessons, 
x increased classroom skills, 
x increased computer literacy, 
x “trains their attention”, referring both to the students and to the teachers. 
The use of SMART board is new in Romanian education and our trainees were not able to identify them.  
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